dose of propofol may optimize the insertion conditions of LMA while reducing the incidence of associated side effects of individual drugs.
In this prospective randomized study, a comparative evaluation of anesthesia induction with combination of sevoflurane and propofol, sevoflurane alone, or propofol alone on insertion characteristics of reusable silicone classic LMA (CLMA) (LMA North America, Inc.) in adult patients undergoing elective surgery. We also compared the incidence of side effects such as gagging, coughing, and laryngospasm and the incidence of duration of apnea.
PatIentS and MethodS
After institutional ethics committee approval and written informed consent from patients, ninety adult American Society of Anesthesiologists Physical Status I-II patients aged 18-65 years undergoing elective general surgery, orthopedics, and plastic or gynecologic procedures were studied over a period of 1 year.
Exclusion criteria
1. Patients with a history of difficult intubation or anticipated difficult intubation 2. Allergy or sensitivity to volatile anesthetics or to propofol 3. Body mass index >1.5 times normal 4. Heavy smokers (>20 cigarettes/day) 5. Patients with diabetes, hypertension, cardiovascular disease, ischemic heart disease, liver disease, and renal impairment.
Routine preoperative preparation was followed. In the morning of the surgery, patients were examined and blood pressure, pulse rate, and respiratory rate were recorded for further comparison.
The patients were then randomly allocated to the following three groups by computer-generated slips.
• Group S -Patients were induced with circuit primed with sevoflurane 8%, nitrous oxide and oxygen (67%:33%) at fresh gas flow (FGF) rate 8 L/min by tidal volume breathing (TVB) technique • Group SP -Patients were induced with circuit primed with sevoflurane 8%, nitrous oxide and oxygen (67%:33%) at FGF 8 L/min by TVB technique and injection intravenous (IV) propofol (1.5 mg/kg) • Group P -Patients were induced with IV injection propofol only (3 mg/kg).
Technique
All the CLMA insertion were performed by the same anesthesia consultant well versed with LMA placement (LMA classic >1000 procedures). All the patients in Group S and Group SP were induced with inhalation anesthetic mixture comprising sevoflurane 8% and N 2 O:O 2 67%:33% and FGF at 8 L/min employing TVB technique through Bain's circuit. The patients were instructed to continue breathing normally through face mask during induction of anesthesia. The start of the induction was taken as the time at which patient starts breathing from the circuit (time zero The presence of complications during LMA insertion was noted namely:
Subsequent to CLMA placement, IV vecuronium was administered and anesthesia was maintained on sevoflurane and intermittent IV bolus of fentanyl.
Once fully awake, the patients were asked by a blinded investigator for induction experience, sore throat, nausea, and vomiting.
Postoperative assessment instead of post operative interview: 
reSultS
All the three groups were comparable with respect to age, sex, and weight [ Table 1 ]. The induction endpoint (loss of eyelash reflex) was 47.63 ± 6 s, 35.67 ± 5.85 s, and 44.93 ± 8.737 s in Group SP, Group P, and Group S, respectively. The difference between time taken for loss of eyelash reflex between the three groups was found to be statistically insignificant (P > 0.05) [ Table 2 ]. In all the groups, hemodynamic parameters were comparable at baseline and thereafter every 60 s during induction and insertion of CLMA [ Tables 3 and 4] . Table 6 ].
First pass success rate of CLMA insertion was found to be highest in Group SP (90%), which was statistically significant when compared to Group P (56.7%) and Group S (13%) [ Table 7 ].
There was no significant difference between incidence of laryngospasm and cough during induction between the three groups. Group P was found to have the highest incidence of apnea during induction (73.3%) followed by Group SP (16.7%) and least in Group S (6.71% 93.3% patients in Group SP, 76.67% in Group P, and 73.3% patients in Group S preferred repeating the same induction technique [ Table 9 ].
73.43% in Group SP, 80% patients in Group P, and Group S had postoperative sore throat.
Incidence of PONV was highest in Group S (33.3%), followed by Group SP (30%) and least in Group P (10%).
dIScuSSIon
Majority of studies evaluating LMA insertion characteristics using sevoflurane or propofol have employed the use of CLMA and in the pediatric population. Limited evidence in the form of literature is available regarding CLMA insertion characteristics using sevoflurane or propofol in adults, thereby making this study unique. Chavan et al. in their study on sixty patients compared CLMA insertion characteristics using sevoflurane or propofol. Insertion time in this study in sevoflurane group was significantly shorter when compared to our study, albeit the method of induction was similar. Reduced insertion time in sevoflurane group in this study could be attributed to the use of vital capacity breath (VCB) during inhalation induction as compared to TVB method of inhalation induction in our study. The study also concluded that the first pass success rate of CLMA insertion was high and comparable in both sevoflurane and propofol group which is in marked contrast to our study. [9] Shao and Zhang in their study on 90 elderly patients evaluated CLMA insertion characteristics by comparing IV induction by propofol with inhalation induction using 8% sevoflurane VCB technique or using 8% sevoflurane TVB technique. Their observation that inhalation induction using 8% sevoflurane TVB technique provides a stable hemodynamic profile, a prolonged CLMA insertion time concurs well with our study. Further incidence of apnea was more in propofol group when compared to sevoflurane groups which further cement our observation. [10] Siddik-Sayyid et al. on comparing combination of sevoflurane (8% by VCB induction technique) and IV propofol (1.5 mg/kg) with sevoflurane or propofol (2.5 mg/kg) in terms of insertion characteristics of CLMA, observed results similar to our study. [11] Insertion characteristics may be influenced by both induction agent, method of induction, and type of LMA. Therefore, "ease of insertion" is a highly subjective, operator-dependent assessment and thus subject to bias. Consequently, the first insertion success rate and time taken to insert the LMA are considered as surrogate markers of "ease of insertion."
Molloy et al. observed that anesthetic induction with sevoflurane requires longer time to jaw relaxation and even causes jaw tightness.
[12] Dwivedi et al. also reported jaw tightness after sevoflurane anesthetic induction, which resulted in failure to insert the LMA in several patients. [13] However, in our study, LMA was successfully inserted in all patients.
In a meta-analysis comparing anesthetic induction between sevoflurane and propofol, Joo and Perks found that sevoflurane induction was associated with more patient dissatisfaction and increased PONV which is akin to our observation. [14] Smith and Thwaites compared target-controlled infusion of propofol with large initial concentration of sevoflurane for LMA insertion. [15] Inhalation induction was associated with more PONV (30% versus 3%) with delayed discharge; in our study, patients in Group S and Group SP had more frequent PONV than patients in Group P. This could be attributed to antiemetic property of propofol, initial large concentration of sevoflurane, or swallowing of air and gases during inhalation induction. [8] concluSIon In accordance with other similar studies, propofol owing to its quick onset is an excellent agent for LMA insertion. Rapidity and ease of insertion it affords are better than sevoflurane or its combination with propofol. Propofol was also associated with reduced incidence of nausea and vomiting. However, the incidence and duration of apnea appear to be much more longer with propofol induction.
Induction with sevoflurane was observed to be more time-consuming as compared to propofol and was associated with an increased number of attempts. Its use was also associated with increased incidence of nausea and vomiting.
The combination of sevoflurane and propofol appears to be a better choice as it confers advantages of either agent. Although time required for induction is considerably more with combination, the first attempt success rate is significantly more when compared to either agent alone. The combination is associated with reduced incidence of apnea although it is associated with nausea and vomiting. Our study did not observe any statistically significant variation in hemodynamic variables among the three groups.
We did not measure the depth of anesthesia and this stands out as a limitation of our study as we employed two different methods of induction. Other limitation of this study is that we did not evaluate the three groups in terms of cost incurred.
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